Utah v. Vigil : Unknown by Utah Court of Appeals
Brigham Young University Law School
BYU Law Digital Commons
Utah Court of Appeals Briefs
1986
Utah v. Vigil : Unknown
Utah Court of Appeals
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1
Part of the Law Commons
Original Brief Submitted to the Utah Court of Appeals; digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law
Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; machine-generated
OCR, may contain errors.
Unknown.
Unknown.
This Legal Brief is brought to you for free and open access by BYU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Utah Court of Appeals
Briefs by an authorized administrator of BYU Law Digital Commons. Policies regarding these Utah briefs are available at
http://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/utah_court_briefs/policies.html. Please contact the Repository Manager at hunterlawlibrary@byu.edu with
questions or feedback.
Recommended Citation
Legal Brief, Utah v. Vigil, No. 860048 (Utah Court of Appeals, 1986).
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1/22
UTAh COURT OF APPEftN&.pEOPLE'S LEGAL SERVICES, INC. 
Br? 
u 
5KET NO. SloHD<-(<£- c ft 
\ t % \ POSt OFFICE BOX 488 , 
1 VK MEXICAN HAT. UTAH 84531 I f 
\ tJ TELEPHONE (801)739 4205 * 
07 January 1987 
^ JAN 9 1987 
8booq&-c/V 
OURT OF APPEALS 
m 
0< 
Geoffrey Butler, Clerk 
Utah Supreme Court 
Room 332 
State Capitol Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
RE: Utah v. Vijil, NO. 
Dear Mr. Butler: 
20111 
Pursuant to Rule 24(j), Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, the 
appellant, Daniel Vijil, wishes to advise the Court of supplemental autho-
rity, pertinent to this action, not previously cited by either party. 
In the case entitled In The Matter Of The Adbption Of Jeremiah 
Halloway (1986) - P.2d -, 48 U.A.R. 3, the Utah Supremk Court examined the 
issue of whether the Utah Courts have subject matter jurisdiction over a 
procedure for the adoption of a Navajo child. While tne decision bases 
its finding of no jurisdiction chiefly upon an interpretation of the Indian 
Child Welfare Act, 25 U.S.CSS 1901-1963, it also acknowledges the general 
importance of preserving tribal sovereignty and self government. 1A., at 
p.6. 
The decision is generally important to the resolution of issues 
raised in the present case for its recognition that any extension of state 
authority over Reservation affairs must be barred if it infringes upon 
tribal sovereignty. 
As Rule 24 dictates, a more detailed discussion of this new 
decision is reserved until the Court holds oral arguments in this appeal. 
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cc: Mark Wainwright, Esq. 
Utah Attorney General 
236 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Herb Yazzie, Esq. 
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